A growing body of empirical research has examined the role of OSS values in affecting developers (Benbya and Belbaly 2010; Chou and He 2011; Stewart and Gosain 2006) . With few exceptions, the research to date has typically focused on either the community (or OSS team) OSS values or the developer OSS values. In their seminal study, Stewart and Gosain (2006) find that when OSS teams embrace OSS values, there is a positive influence on communication quality and affective trust in OSS teams. Surprisingly, they also find that embracing OSS values negatively influences task completion. They explain their findings by suggesting that teams who embrace OSS values that are geared toward collaboration tend to prioritize consensus over completing tasks. Chou and He (2011) Other researchers focus on the individual developer OSS values as a determinant. For instance, researchers find that a developer who embraces such values is likely to expend a greater amount of time and effort contributing to OSS initiatives (Benbya and Belbaly 2010) and is likely to report being more involved in OSS communities (Xu et al. 2009 ). In contrast to these findings, Henkel (2008) finds that OSS values play no role in affecting developers' contribution to OSS communities. In sum, this stream of research suggests that the developer OSS values can influence developer contribution to OSS communities. However, this research overlooks the role of the OSS community's values in affecting developer attitudes and contribution behavior. As such, it provides an incomplete picture of the role of OSS values in shaping developers' attitudes and behavior in OSS communities.
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Summary of Empirical Research on Impact of OSS Values on Developers
A growing body of empirical research has examined the role of OSS values in affecting developers (Benbya and Belbaly 2010; Chou and He 2011; Stewart and Gosain 2006) . With few exceptions, the research to date has typically focused on either the community (or OSS team) OSS values or the developer OSS values. In their seminal study, Stewart and Gosain (2006) find that when OSS teams embrace OSS values, there is a positive influence on communication quality and affective trust in OSS teams. Surprisingly, they also find that embracing OSS values negatively influences task completion. They explain their findings by suggesting that teams who embrace OSS values that are geared toward collaboration tend to prioritize consensus over completing tasks. Chou and He (2011) find that a team embracing OSS values positively impacts its collaborative elaboration, and communication decoding and encoding competence. Taken together, this research suggests that the community (or team) OSS values can influence team attitudes and activity level. A looming open issue in this research is that researchers do not consider the role of the individual developer OSS values. As such, it is possible that a developer may not necessarily support the OSS values in the same way as the community.
Other researchers focus on the individual developer OSS values as a determinant. For instance, researchers find that a developer who embraces such values is likely to expend a greater amount of time and effort contributing to OSS initiatives (Benbya and Belbaly 2010) and is likely to report being more involved in OSS communities (Xu et al. 2009 ). In contrast to these findings, Henkel (2008) finds that OSS values play no role in affecting developers' contribution to OSS communities. In sum, this stream of research suggests that the developer OSS values can influence developer contribution to OSS communities. However, this research overlooks the role of the OSS community's values in affecting developer attitudes and contribution behavior. As such, it provides an incomplete picture of the role of OSS values in shaping developers' attitudes and behavior in OSS communities. 
Robustness Analysis Regarding Degree Centrality in Communication Network
In order to ensure that our results were not an artifact of the timeframe upon which our degree centrality measure was based, we conducted the moderated polynomial regression analysis using degree centrality based on the past 24 months of email communication. The pattern of results was consistent across this alternative operationalization as shown in Table E1 . Further, in order to ensure that the results were not an artifact of the use of email communication as the basis for computing degree centrality, we computed degree centrality based on developers' collaboration on the same projects. We examined degree centrality based on collaboration on the same projects in the past 12 months and the past 24 months. As the results show, the pattern of results was similar to that of the analysis using degree centrality based on email communication. 1. Developer centrality in model 2 is measured on email communication activity over prior 12 months, developer centrality in model 3 is measured on email communication activity over prior 24 months, developer centrality in model 4 is measured on project collaboration activity over prior 12 months, developer centrality in model 5 is measured on project collaboration activity over prior 24 months. 1. ∆R² for models 2 through 5 represent change in variance explained over and above model 1 (i.e., the polynomial regression model without moderation). † p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
Appendix F Robustness Tests for Endogeneity
An argument could be made that developers who have greater commitment to the OSS community are more likely to be highly central in the communication network. 1 Empirically, our study design does not lend itself to testing the influence of commitment on centrality since our data were time lagged. That is, the developer centrality variable is based on email communication before commitment was measured. However, we acknowledge that this does not preclude the possibility of there being endogeneity between the two variables. Consequently, we estimated the polynomial regression models using an instrumental variables two-stage least squares (2SLS) analysis. We identified an instrumental variable that was correlated with commitment but uncorrelated with the error term. As shown in Table F1 , the pattern of results from the 2SLS are similar to those of our main analysis. This provides additional confidence in the robustness of the model specification and results. Notes: n = 410; standard errors are in parentheses; country, number of commits made (pre-survey), total number of messages posted to listserv (pre-survey), total number of projects (pre-survey), and number of replies posted to listserv (pre-survey) were used as instruments. † p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
Robustness Analysis Regarding Operationalization of Dependent Variable
We wanted to ensure that the results of the mediation analysis were not an artifact of the specific operationalization of developer contribution activity as number of commits. Therefore, we repeated the analysis using two alternative operationalizations: number of lines of code added/ deleted and number of files changed. As the results in Table G1 show, the mediating role of commitment is stronger among less central developers than among highly central developers in predicting number of lines of code added and deleted (test of differences: .75 -.50 = .25, p < .05) and number of files changed (test of differences: .48 -.32 = .16, p < .05). Specifically, we find that the mediating effect of commitment is nonsignificant among highly central developers and is significant among less central developers, providing support for H4. Number of commits may be a less granular measure of the volume of work compared to the actual lines of code and files changed. 234.98*** Notes: n = 410; standard errors are in parentheses; developer degree centrality in the communication network (pre-survey), number of commits (pre-survey), number of different projects (pre-survey), and number of messages and replies posted to the listserv (pre-survey) were used as determinants in the estimation of the first stage probit model. † p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
